THL'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT__ WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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! Application for patent filed Decenber 2, 1994. According
to applicants, the application is a continuation of Application
08/ 135,099, filed October 12, 1993, now Patent No. 5, 446, 650.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 7, 30 and 31.

The di sclosed invention relates to a nethod for obtaining
and presenting digital data as being in either a first logic
state or a second logic state, and to a nethod for conmuni cating
both analog and digital information to an instrument user.

Claims 1 and 30 are illustrative of the clained invention,
and they read as foll ows:

1. A nethod for obtaining and presenting digital data conprising
the steps of:

performng multi-bit A/D conversion on an input signal at a
plurality of sanple tines to obtain a series of multi-bit digita
sanpl e values with each sanple val ue being associated with a
correspondi ng sanple tineg;

providing a logic |evel abstraction threshold as a
reference; and

conparing sanple values to the logic | evel abstraction
threshold to establish whether each sanple value is in a first
|l ogic state or a second logic state.

30. A method for communi cating both anal og and digital
information to an instrument user conprising the steps of:

di spl ayi ng an anal og wavef orm representati on of an i nput
si gnal ;

supplying the user with a cursor positionable along the tine
axi s of the anal og waveform di splay, the cursor having a current
position; and

presenting a readout of a digital value of the anal og signal
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at the current position.

Clainms 1 through 7, 30 and 31 stand rejected under 35 U. S. C
8 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by appellants’ admtted
prior art? in the Background of the Invention found on pages 1
t hrough 9 of the specification.

Reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

Appel l ants argue (Brief, page 3) that “[n]Jone of the 13 U. S.
pat ents di scussed on pages 1-3 and the top of page 4 (to line 10)
of the Background of the Invention portion of the specification
i ncl ude content corresponding to the second or third steps of
claim1, since they all refer to oscilloscopes having
conventional oscilloscope displays. . . .” An additiona
argunment (Brief, page 4) by appellants is that:

The next 13 U. S. patents that are discussed in the

Background of the Invention, frompage 4, line 11, to

page 8, are all |ogic analyzer patents. None of these

patents descri be an instrument which neets the first

el ement of Applicants’ claiml, i.e., “performng

multi-bit A/D conversion on an input signal at a
plurality of times to obtain a series of multi-bit

2 The exami ner includes a listing of prior art of record
(Answer, page 2), but states that “only appellant’s [sic,
appel l ants’] adm ssions concerning the followng prior [art] has
been used in rejecting the clains an [sic, and] not the actual
docunents.”
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digital sanple values.” Logic analyzers of the prior

art all make threshold conparisons directly fromthe

i nput anal og signal, and do not performnulti-bit A/D

conversion to obtain a series of multi-bit digital

sanpl e val ues before maki ng such a conpari son

We agree with appellants that two different devices (i.e.,
oscill oscopes and | ogic anal yzers) are descri bed on pages 1
t hrough 8 of the Background of the Invention, and that neither
device is capable of performng all of the steps set forth in
claiml1. The |ast page of the Background of the Invention
indicates that “[s]everal efforts have been nade to conbi ne sone
of the features of |ogic analyzers with those of oscill oscopes.”
Several broad features of conbined devices are described on the
| ast page of the Background of the Invention, but they do not
performthe steps set forth in claiml1l. |In the absence of
evi dence that states otherw se, we have no reason to disagree
with appellants’ argunent (Brief, page 4) that “[i]n these
instrunments there is a separation between the | ogic analyzer part
and the oscill oscope part, . . . .~

Wth respect to claim30, we agree with appellants’ argunent
(Brief, page 5) that “[t]he admtted prior art does not show the
conbi nation of ‘displaying an anal og waveformrepresentation of

an input signal’, ‘supplying the user with a cursor positionable

along the tinme axis of the anal og waveform di spl ay, the cursor
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having a current position’, and ‘presenting a readout of a
digital value of the analog signal at the current position.’”

In view of the foregoing, the 35 U.S.C. 8 102(b) rejection
of clainms 1 and 30 and the clains that depend therefromis
reversed

DECI SI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 through 7,

30 and 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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